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Although the theory of need for achievement has been extensively

researched for males, only recently has there been any significant amount

of research done on the achievement motives of women. The major finding has

been that women express significantly lower achievement motivation than men,

when participating in mixed sex conditions and competitive conditions

(Horner, 1972). Moreover, the majority of women tested who do have a high

drive for success seem to experience conflict about having high standards

of excellence (Horner, 1968). Weiss (1962) found that when women realized

that they were succeeding in mixed sex groups, they levered the level of

their successes.

The major theory that tries to explain this conflict was proposed in

Herner's (1968) doctoral dissertation. According to Horner, females exper-

ience conflict between striving for success and the loss of femininity

associated with this striving. She proposed that this conflict, which is

termed the motive to avoid success, results in an inhibition of achievement

behavior.

McClelland (1953) defines need achievement as a relatively stable

disposition to strive for success in any situation where standards of

excellence are appropriate. In the pest, need achievememt vas studied in the

limited context of competitive situations (i.e., stereotypically male occu-

pational roles). According to the theory, to attain success one must have

competency in a specific area or areas. However, competency itself is con-

sidered a stereotypically male trait. Braverman et. al. (1972)and !Marring

'Paper presented at Forty-Sixth Annual Meting of the Mdwestarn
Psychological Association, 1974.
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and McKee (1957) report that college students portray their ideal women as

less competent than their ideal man. Bennett and Cohen (1959) report that

men's scores on an instrument measuring feelings of competency were higher

than women's scores. Thus, women seemed to have internalized the stereo-

typically female trait of less competency in comparison to males. If being

competent is considered generally more of a male than female trait, it is

not surprising that women feel conflict between being feminine and striving

for success.

Steinman and Fox (1966, 1969) and McKee and Sherriffs' (1959) research

indicates that women widely accept the typically feminine role stereotype of

themselves. They reported that women believe that men's ideal woman would

be markedly sex typed. In McKee and Sherriffs' study (1959) women's ideal

woman and ideal self were also markedly sex typed. That is, she is sub-

missive and places home and family above outward achievement striving*. But,

males describing their ideal woman had a less restrictive view than the

women thought they would have. In McKee and Sherriffs (1959) male subjects

did describe women in some stereotypically feminine terms but also used

such stereotypically masculine traits as aggressiveness, courageousness,

dominance, and independence when describing their ideal female. Male sub-

jects also had a broader view of women in Steinman and Pox's (1966) study.

They thought that married women should crave personal success which is

traditionally a masculine trait and did not think marriage and children

should take precedence for women. Italian= and Fox (1966), moreover,

found men-were giving women contradictory clues as to what behaviors they

preferred in women. ale subjects agreed that a women should be active

outside her family and use her talents to fulfill and develop herself as a

person. Yet, these same male subjects disagreed with the question suggesting

at IMMO point in a mosaic Ma the,* golfefulfillmst Seals mdSbt biems
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more important to her than serving her family and marriage. Thus, men's

inconsistent attitudes might contribute to the conflict women feel between

striving for success and achievement and fulfilling their traditionally

feminine roles.

One possible explanation of the differences between male and faints's'

expressed need for achievement is that females see achievement behaviors as

inappropriate for female lifestyles. It seems likely that successful male

and female lifestyles are judged against different standards. This study

was designed to test whether or not there are sex differences in judgements

of the success of various male and female lifestyles; and if so, to investi-

gate what differential standards are applied to males and females.

Method

Ninety-six male and one hundred-two female college students, randomly

selected from the university subject pool, participated is this questionnaire

study. The sessions included both males and females. There were about

thirty subjects in each session. Data were collected on the Edwards Per-

sonal Preference Schedule (Edwards, 1959) dimensions of achievement, affili-

ation, dominance, deference and nurturence and a role stereotype question-

naire.

The role stereotype questionnaire consisted of a series of lifestyle

vignettes of male or female stimulus persons including information on their

occupation, marital status, age and mother of childres. these four demo-

graphic lifestyle dimensions were varied to reflect high and low status

occupations, a broad span of ages appropriate for working peeple and a vari-

ety of family situations ranging from single, to married with no children,

married with multiple children, to divorced with multiple children and

disamedulth no tkildrea. Subjects were asked to rate sale or female
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lifestyles on a scale of one to five, judging how successful they thought

these lifestyles were. Subjects responded to either a mole or female stim-

ulus person questionnaire. Assignment of subjects to questionnaires was at

random.

Subjects were divided into two groups prior to data analysis: those

responding to the male stereotype questionnaire and those responding to the

female stereotype scale. Principle components of the role stereotype ques-

tionnaire were determined' separately for each group. Scores of male and

female subjects on the rotated principle componel:; were tested for mean

differences within each group.

Results

The primary principle component of the role stereotype questionnaire

for male and female stimulus persons was defined by marle.al status and

occupational status. (see Table 1) Subjects with high scores on this

dimension rated males or females who were divorced and had high status

occupations as successful. Male and female subjects did not differ in their

judgments of the lifestyle success of divorced males who had high statue

occupations (dimension!). But, the female subjects judged divorced women

who had high status jobs as significantly less successful than the male

subjects judged these women (F 0 4.55; plg.(6). (see Table 2)

There were no differences between judgments of male and female subjects

on the other orthogonal dimemeices of the role stereotype questionnaire.

The second dimension for the male stimulus persons consisted of

melded men who held jobs which are stereotypically women's work and low

status: secretary, hairdresser, department store clerk. Male and female

subjects agreed in their judgments that these lifestyles were not very
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successful, and they judged unemployed persons of both sexes for all

three marital statuses as least successful.

Married professionals also formed a dimension of the judgments.

Nile and female subjects judged this lifestyle to be particularly success-

ful. Subjects rated women in this lifestyle to he as successful as men with

the same lifestyle. (See Table 3)

It was hypothesized that a reasonable explanation for the documented

differences between male and female's expressions of need for achievement

was that success for males and females was based at different lifestyle

standards. The results of the role stereotype portion of this study

suported the hypothesized differential standards. Yurther, as expected

male subjects expressed significantly higher levels of need for achievement

and dominance than did female subjects and females expressed higher levels

of need affiliation and nurturance. (See Tables 4 and 6) However there

were no significant correlation!: between subjects' scores en the EPPS

dimensions and their judgments of success for male and female lifestyles.

(See Table 7)

Discussion

The moat interesting result of this study is that college men and

women use the same standards to judge the success of male lifestyles

while college women use different standards for judging the success of female

lifestyles than the standards used by college men. The principal components

analyses indicated that occupational status and marital status were the

primary dimensions which male and female college students used to judge the

success of both male and female lifestyles. loth male and female subjects

rated male stimulus persons who were divorced but held high status jobs as

successful. But female subjects rated divorced female stimulus persons lobo
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held high emus jobs as significantly less successful than mile subjects.

College women clearly expressed different standards for a successful female

lifestyle than did the college mem. A high status career seemed to be

enough for the male judges to rate the female stimulus persons as successful.

But for a woman to judge a women as successful she must have both a high

status job and a successful marriage, i.e., not divorced. Interestingly,

the women in the sample did not require dual role success for male stimulus

persons. The male subjects did not require dual role success for mile or

female stimulus persons.

These results converge with those reported by Steinman act Fox 0969,

1964) suggesting that women map cling to traditionally female role stereo-

types more closely than men. The conflict between successfully fulfilling

multiple roles may be more in the college woman's slum mind, than in the

expectations of her male peers, who personally repreamint the sale popula-

tion with whom her social dating interactions occur.

The related question of whether or not a woman will be judged success-

ful by male and female college students without a career was not addressed

in this particular study. However, mole and female subjects rated unemployed

male and female stimulus persons of all marital statuses and ages as equally

unsuccessful.

It is clear from these data that soilage women require families as

well as careers of successful mom It is uneertain idiotism earears as

well as families we necessary for female college students to judge weemees

lifestyles as successful. If women's standards for themselves require

success in both roles and male standards do not, we anticipate that wows esy

have problems in meeting their high standards in multiple roles and in coo-

emeisating sunk standards and the frustratiems of met ashievism both to mama.



Table 1

Rotated Principal Components of the Role Stereotype Questionnaire

1. Harried, 25 years old,
no children, secretary

2. Divorced, 42 years old,
three children, interior
decorator.

3. Married, 32 years old,
four children, engineer

4. Married, 40 years old,
no-abildren, professor .

at university.

5. Divorced, 27 years old,
three children, physical
therapist.

6. Married, 34 years old,
two children, computer
programmer

7. Divorced, 46 years old,
one child, architect.

8. Divorced, 28 years old,
four children, lawyer.

9. Single, 36 years old,
head resident nurse.

10. Divorced, 29 years old,
three children, dietician.

11. Married, 45 years old,
three children, professor
at university.

12. Married, 38 years old,
no children, secretary.

13. Divorced, 26 years old,
two children, suppertias
actress on Broadway

14. Divorced, 27 years old,

no children, clerk in
department store

15. Married, 47 years old,
two children, journalist
on newspaper.

Hale Stimulus Person

I II III IV

finale Stimulus Person

I II III IV

..01 .50 .04 .12 -.10 .02 .63 -.01

.53 .02 .11 .44 .53 .19 .11 .08

-.25 .04 .43 .00 .18 .50 .11 .08

.08 .33 .52 .06 .63 .12 .17 .04

.34 .20 .22 .65 .65 .20 -.02 .37

-.14 .57 .31 .08 .02 .49 .26 .20

.72 -.17 .02 .18 .79 .19 -.07 .26

.57 .24 .27 .44 .78 .28 -.27 .14

.30 .36 .13 .04 .39 .17 .41 .08

.24 -.02 .13 .63 .69 .26 .12 .39

-.34 .24 .58 .00 .22 .69 .06 -.03

-.12 .61 -.01 .09 .17 -.07 .73 .05

.36 .00 .17 .41 .48 .04 .04 .23

.40 .38 -.12 .35 .28 -.27 .37 .52

.11 .40 .09 -.30 -.14 .51 .41 .05



16. Divorced, 41 years old,
no children, career
counselor.

17. Single, 25 years old,
interior decorator

18. Divorced, 35 years old,
two children, owner of
small insurance company.

19. Married, 43 years old,
three children, hair-
dresser.

20. Married, 26 years old,
no children, lawyer.

21. Married, 36 years old,
three children, doctor.

22. Divorced, 44 years old,
no children, vice presi-
dent for bank.

23. Divorced, 37 years old,
three children, doctor.

24. Married, 37 years old,
one child, clerk in
department store.

25. Single, 43 years old,
illustrator for magazine.

26. Single, 36 years old,
Senator.

27. Married, 27 years old,
two children, unemployed.

28. Divorced, 34 years old,
one child, lawyer.

29. Divorced, 24 years old,
three children, writer of
children.' books.

30. Married, 29 years old,
two children, psychia-
trist.

31. Married, 29 years old,
three children, news
reporter.

32. Divorced, 36 year. old,
two obildtoes unomples0.

Table 1

Male Stimulus Person Female Stimulus Person

X II III IV I II III IV

.50 .40 .01 .26 .57 .02 .31 .48

.33 .51 .08 -.16 .29 .13 .42 .04

.63 .13 -.07 .18 .69 .15 -.17 .06

-.09 .64 .06 .07 ...48 .28 .40 .29

.34 .10 .60 -.11 .48 .32 .22 -.27

.20 -.08 .80 -.18 .31 .70 .16 -.P7

.84 .01 .03 .11 .82 .15 -.01 -.05

.78 -.27 .27 .25 .78 .34 -.22 .08

-.11 .66 .01 .03 -.41 .15 154 .27

.60 .39 -.15 -.05 .59 .06 .52 .03

.53 .09 .41 -.07 .56 -.04 .17 -.07

-.24 .54 -.08 .14 -.36 .05 .25 .33

.69 -.22 .27 .24 .83 .23 4-.17 .07

.57 .07 .06 .37 .69 .20 -.02 .36

.03 -.09 .61 .04 .23 .60 .09 -.12

.04 .47 .32 -.29 .19 .60 .28 .05

-.01 .31 -.22 .48 -.19 -.13 -.03 .66



33. Divorced, 46 years old,
two children, hair-
dresser.

34. Married, 47 years old,
four children, optome-
trist.

35. Married, 35 years old,
two children, doctor.

36. Married, 25 years old,
one child, advertising
executive.

37. Divorced, 36 years old,
no children, architect.

38. Single, 23 years old,
secretary.

39. Single, 35 years old,
hairdeesser.

40. Married, 42 years old,
no children, college
counselor.

41. Married, 35 years old,
no children, dentist.

42. Divorced, 37
no children,
work (master
work).

43. Divorced, 25
no children,
magazine.

44. Married, 27 years old,
three children, psychi-
atrist.

45. Married, 28 years old,
these children, high
school teacher.

46. Single, 26 years old,
lawyer.

47. Married, 48 years old,
two children, archi-
tect.

48. Divorced, 43 years old,

years old,
social
in social

years old,
editor of

no children, accountant.

Table 1

Mlle Stimulus Person

II III IV

Female Stimulus Person

I II III. IV

.34 .37 -.22 .36 .21 ...06 .12 .79

.12 .07 .70 -.09 .13 .68 .01 -.01

.11 -.01 .68 -.20 .25 .79 -.15 -.20

.42 .10 .27 -.45 .24 .69 .10 -.12

.86 .17 .01 .06 .83 .14 .00 .15

.03 .71 -.14 .03 -.09 .07 .70 .09

.14 .71 -.17 -.01 .00 -.05 .67 .42

.23 .58 .23 -.11 .20 .06 .58 .12

.55 .18 .54 .00 .54 .28 .44 -.26

.58 .33 .10 .04 .66 -.03 .39 .19

.75 .10 .18 .24 .71 .02 .06 .08

.05 -.14 .64 .12 .24 .75 -.03 -.13

Al .44 .04 -.26 .66 .34 .21

.42 .09 .42 -.17 .62 .32 .21 -.30

.22 .11 .41 -.53 .43 .62 .11 -.04

.60 .12 .02 .01 .68 .03 .32 .22



49. Single, 47 years old,
teacher's aid.

50. Divorced, 46 years old,
four children,
veterinarian.

51. Divorced, 46 years old,
two children, nurse's
aid.

52. Married, 47 years old,
two children, secretary.

53. Harried, 43 years old,
no children, dentist.

54. Married, 35 years old,
no children, professor
at university.

55. Divorced, 46 years old,

one child, architect.

56. Married, 27 years old,
no children, middle
management in industry.

57. Married, 36 years old,
three children, secretary.

58. Divorced, 43 years old,
no children, accountant.

59. Divorced, 37 years old,
three children, hair
dresser.

60. Divorced, 44 years old,
four children, meter
reader.

61. Single, 47 years old,
doctor.

% Variance

Table 1

Mlle Stimulus Person

I II III IV

Female Stimulus Person

I II III IV

.20 .57 .05 .21 .17 -.12 .42 .52

.53 -.12 .18 .35 .73 .22 -.12 .31

.14 .25 -.12 .40 .30 .18 .26 .60

-.28 .75 .10 .10 -.40 .37 .41 .26

.67 .23 .28 .00 .58 .31 .33 -.22

.36 .51 .44 -.17 .57 .22 .29 -.16

.84 -.11 .04 .06 .80 .15 -.05 .24

.31 .43 .11 -.48 .23 .24 .12 .08

-.31 .64 .10 ,15 -.29 .41 .47 .30

.60 .12 .02 .01 .68 .03 .32 .22

.21 .42 -.21 .55 .37 -.01 .16 .68

.14 .33 -.18 .52 .27 -.11 .15 .67

.67 .09 .37 -.18 .73 .14 .15 -.16

45 21 17 16 36 27 20 14



T
a
b
l
e
 
2

A
n
a
l
y
s
i
s
 
o
f
 
V
a
r
i
a
n
c
e
 
o
f
 
F
o
u
r
 
O
r
t
h
o
g
o
n
a
l
 
D
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
R
o
l
e
 
S
t
e
r
e
o
t
y
p
e
 
Q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
n
a
i
r
e

D
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
 
I

S
o
u
r
c
e

D
e
g
r
e
e
s
 
o
f

F
r
e
e
d
o
m

M
a
l
e
 
S
t
i
m
u
l
u
s
 
P
e
r
s
o
n
s

S
u
m
 
o
f

M
e
a
n

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

F
 
R
a
t
i
o

D
e
g
r
e
e
s
 
o
f

F
r
e
e
d
o
m

F
e
m
a
l
e
 
S
t
i
m
u
l
u
s
 
P
e
r
s
o
n
s

S
u
m
 
o
f

M
e
a
n

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

S
q
u
a
r
e
s

P
 
R
a
t
i
o

B
e
t
w
e
e
n

3
.

.
6
8

.
6
8

.
6
7

1
4
.
4
3

4
.
4
3

4
.
5
5

W
i
t
h
i
n

7
4

7
5
.
3
1

1
.
0
2

8
8

8
5
.
5
7

.
9
7

T
o
t
a
l

7
5

7
6
.
0
0

8
9

9
0
.
0
0

D
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
 
I
I

S
o
u
r
c
e

B
e
t
w
e
e
n

1
2
.
4
5
.

2
.
4
5

2
.
4
7

1
.
9
9

.
9
2

.
9
1

W
i
t
h
i
n

7
4

7
3
.
5
4

.
9
9

8
8

8
9
.
0
8

1
.
0
1

T
o
t
a
l

7
3

7
6
.
0
0

8
9

8
9
.
9
9

O
t
e
s
4
4
s
i
o
u
 
I
I
I

S
o
u
r
c
e

B
e
t
w
e
e
n

1
.
0
7

.
0
7

.
0
7

1
.
0
4

.
0
0
4

.
0
0
4

W
i
t
h
i
n

7
4

7
5
.
9
3

1
.
0
3

8
8

8
9
.
9
9

1
.
0
2

T
o
t
a
l

7
5

7
6
.
0
0

8
9

8
9
.
9
9

D
i
s
i
e
u
s
i
o
u
r
y

S
o
u
r
c
e

B
e
t
w
e
e
s

1
.
4
1

.
4
1

.
4
0

1
.
1
9

.
1
9

.
1
8
4

W
i
t
h
i
n

7
4

7
5
.
5
9

1
.
0
2

8
8

8
9
.
8
1

1
.
0
2

T
o
t
a
l

7
5

7
5
.
9
9

8
9

9
0
.
0
0



Table 3

Group Means and Standard Deviations on the Role rtereotype Questionnaire

Dimension I

Cale Stimulus Person

Mean Standard
Deviation

N

Female Stimulus Person

Mean Standard
Deviation

Males .09 .97 40 .22 .88 46

Females -.10 1.05 36 -.23 1.09 44

Dimension II

Males .17 1.14 40 .10 .96 46

Females -.19 .86 36 -.10 1.06 44

Dimention III

Males .03 1.04 40 -.06 .92 46

Females -.03 .98 36 .007 1.10 44

Ddmension IV

Males .07 1.11 40 .04 .97 46

Females -.08 .89 36 -.05 1.05 44



Table 4

Group Means and Standard Deviations on the EPPS Dimensions

Achievement

Mean Standard
Deviation

Males 14.59 4.33 96

Females 13.20 3.78 102

Affiliation

Males 12.59 3.71 96

Females 14.63 3.50 102

Deference

Males 8.91 3.14 96

Females 9.71 3.32 102

Dominance

Males 11.80 4.21 96

Females 9.22 3.57 102

Murturance

Males 14.54 4.94 96

Females 17.52 4.59 102



Table 5

Analysis of Variance of the EPPS Dimensions

Achievement

Source Degrees of Sum of Mean F
Freedom Squares Squares

Between 1 96.61 96.61 5.87

Within 196 3223.23 16.45

a

Total

Affiliation

197 3319.84

Source

Between 1 204.54 204.54 15.70

Within 196 2547.00 12.99

Total 197 2751.54

Deference

Source

Between 3 31.62 31.62 3.02

Within 196 2047.33 10.44

Total 197 2078.90

Dominance

Source

Between 1 330.82 33.08 21.77

Within 196 2978.49 15.20

Total 197 3309.31

NOrturance

Source

Batman 1 438.57 438.57 19.34

Within 196 4443.29 22.67

Total 197 4881.86

Significance
Level

15p .05

p .01

MS

p 5.01

p a An
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